If weak scientific justification were the only problem in this scenario, resolution might be as simple as requesting recent references from the literature to support Fuller's claims that carbon dioxide euthanasia would interfere with his research but cervical dislocation would not and that tissue samples would be adversely affected by a 10-minute delay. Requiring a principal investigator to provide objective data supporting a non-standard approach is a valid way to address the potential inadequacy of the "in my experience" approach. There are, however, other points to consider when assessing procedures for which scientific justification is requested.
According to the AVMA Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals: 2013 Edition 1 , euthanasia by cervical dislocation is ' acceptable with conditions' . Specifically, it is humane "when performed by individuals with a demonstrated high degree of technical proficiency. " On the basis of that condition, concerns about the competence of Fuller or his staff members could be resolved to the satisfaction of the IACUC through a demonstration of proficiency. It is important to note that the AVMA guidelines no longer stipulate scientific justification for use of cervical dislocation as a primary euthanasia method. The requirement for scientific justification to remove live animals from the vivarium is strictly institutional policy rather than an externally imposed current or even legacy regulation. The IACUC has the right to develop internal policies beyond the scope of any applicable regulatory documents 2, 3 , but such rules should be flexible enough to permit reasonable exceptions. Institutional objections to the use of live animals outside the central facility might include risk management concerns (exposure of nonlab personnel to allergens), administrative issues (limited resources for lab inspections) or compliance history (previous noncompliance in less supervised settings).
To provide a fair opportunity for Fuller to justify his requests, the IACUC must be confirm Fuller's justification for transporting mice to his laboratory.
Regarding euthanasia, if Fuller feels that the stress of carbon dioxide euthanasia will affect the results of his study, then he should choose a method that is consistent with the goals of the project 1 . Although carbon dioxide asphyxiation and cervical dislocation are methods of euthanasia that are considered acceptable with conditions for small rodents, cervical dislocation requires a higher level of training and skill to perform, and thus additional oversight is needed to ensure that it is being done correctly 2 . If the IACUC approves his request for the use of cervical dislocation, it should observe Fuller carrying out the luxation technique to confirm his proficiency 1 .
As the attending veterinarian, Snyder is responsible for the health and wellbeing of all laboratory animals used at the institution 3 . If, in her opinion, transport of the animals to Fuller's lab will cause as much stress as carbon dioxide euthanasia (and thus negatively affect animal wellbeing), it is her duty to bring this to the attention of the committee 1 . The IACUC is also charged with assessing the effects of the proposed procedures on the animals' wellbeing, and so it is important that Snyder's concerns be considered by the committee 3 .
Although Fuller's requests are not unreasonable, he has not provided adequate scientific justification or demonstrated technical proficiency to support his requests. It is the IACUC's responsibility to ensure there is sound scientific justification for exceptions to the institution's policies and t he AVMA Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals. Plausible ideas are not sufficient justification; requests should be backed up by scientific data. Snyder is justified in requesting full committee review of this protocol. Fuller's opinion that carbon dioxide euthanasia is stressful to the mice may be correct, but he has not provided scientific justification for his requests to transport mice to his lab and to use cervical dislocation for euthanasia. These are the two primary IACUC concerns in this case.
Regarding transport, Fuller states that neural tissues are delicate and must be used as quickly as possible but has not provided data to support his claim that a 10-minute delay is unacceptable. The institution has a policy governing removal of animals from the vivarium, and it is the IACUC's responsibility to enforce this policy and to require scientific justification for exemptions from it. The IACUC has the authority to request scientific data from Fuller to back up his claim that a 10-minute delay will affect his results 1 . If Fuller cannot furnish the data, a pilot study can be recommended to lists institutional policies separately, emphasizing the effects of local decisions on the conduct of research activities.
It is important to keep in mind that the IACUC has multiple roles. Focus tends to be on the regulatory aspects of the IACUC's responsibilities, which is understandable given the complex regulatory framework. At the same time, there is an obligation to "not only oversee but also support animal users" 4 . Internal policies that place an extra burden on researchers must be carefully evaluated to confirm that they are both reasonable and necessary to meet the overarching goal of ensuring humane care and use of animals while supporting the advancement of scientific knowledge. very clear about its reasons for originally creating and enforcing these policies. If the policies have been in place without further review for some time, general discussion among the entire IACUC may be beneficial. Information addressing the relevant issues identified by the IACUC could then comprise the comprehensive justification required for approval.
As part of ongoing program review, policies should be regularly reassessed to ensure that they are still relevant and necessary to promote optimal animal care and use. Whereas the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals 4 (the Guide) and IACUC Guidebook 3 focus on review of policies as they relate to provisions of the Guide, The IACUC Handbook 5
A word from OLAW

In response to the questions posed in this scenario, the Office of Laboratory Animal Welfare (OLAW) offers the following clarification and guidance, with the assumptions that Great Eastern University has an Animal Welfare Assurance with OLAW and that the study is funded by the Public Health Service.
This column asks whether the IACUC must accept scientific justifications that the committee does not consider adequate. Broadly, the IACUC must determine that investigator-provided scientific justifications are adequate in order to approve the proposed activities. It is the IACUC's responsibility to review the investigator's request in the context of federal requirements and local policies or guidelines.
In the scenario, the attending veterinarian questions the plausibility of the investigator's scientific justification for euthanasia by cervical dislocation. The Public Health Service Policy on Humane Care and Use of Laboratory Animals (PHS Policy) 1 The scenario also questions the legitimacy of the investigator's request to euthanize rodents in his laboratory. This institution requires investigators to provide scientific justification to remove animals from the vivarium. The institution is within its rights to develop and enforce institutional policies, such as a policy requiring investigators to provide scientific justification for conducting animal procedures outside a central animal facility. The following concerns may prompt such a policy: (i) occupational risks to personnel through exposure to animals in the investigator's laboratory; (ii) transportation of live animals through the campus and building corridors to the laboratory; (iii) disposal of animal carcasses after tissue collection; and (iv) aesthetics of the euthanasia method to uninformed observers present in the laboratory 2, 3 .
Consideration of the adequacy of scientific justifications is part of the IACUC's overall protocol review responsibility. During protocol review, IACUCs are required to evaluate proposed activities to ensure that they are consistent with the Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals 3 , unless a scientific justification for a departure is presented and is acceptable to the IACUC; that they conform with the institution's Animal Welfare Assurance; that they will be conducted in accordance with the USDA Animal Welfare Regulations 4 , if applicable; and that they meet the requirements of the PHS Policy (section IV.C.1; ref. 5). Should a proposal fail to address any of these items to the IACUC's satisfaction, the committee may require modifications to secure its approval.
